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This paper examines; (1) the use Df Questions by 
children at different levels of proficiency in Spanish\^^_£^glish, 
and (2) the congruency between the language constructs ii)red to 
measure language proficiency and the natural language repertoire of 
childten as seen in video-tapes of classroom interaction. A 
quantitative analysis of the data collected on question repertoire 
indicates that, in general , questions occur more often in the 
language in vhich the children are more proficient. The results show 
no significant difference in the number of questians asked by each 
child. Discussing measures of language proficiency, it is concluded 
that a test that measures more than one aspect of language competence 
Is a better predictor of the speak^'s communicative competence than 
one which is limited to a single aspect of that competence. In 
addition, the paper concludes that tests currently used to measure 
language proficiency examine aspects of language use that are 
irrelevant to children's lingal'.tic performance and fail to take into 
account: most of the richftewJ-df the children's language repertoire. 
Hew test constructs for mjdCsuring language proficiency that are more 
holistic In nature and th>t are based on what children actually do 
, with language need to be developed. (JK) ^ 
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DRAFT 

DO NOT QUOTE WITHOUT PERKISSIO'.' 



1. INTRODUCTION 

• Studies dealing wUh the languages used by bilingual children have 
9enerally focused exclusively on the individual speaker, and his/her capacity 
to form and comprehend sentences in the standard variety of one of the two 
languages (Lance 1975, Gonzalez 1970). Language behavior in specific speech 
situations within a speech community has been the cojicern of more recent 
studies which have examined bilingual speech from a different perspective 
(McClure 1977, Poplack J978, Zentella 1978). These studies have taken as 
a starting point the speech community as a whole and have examined the 
structure of the total range of styles available to the speakers through 
the use of sociolinguistic and ethnographic methodologies. Basic concepts 
such as speech community, speech event, speech act, verbal repertoire and 
cownunicative competence underline all these research projects and are 
fundamental to our understanding of how language is used in different set- 
tings (Hymes 1974, llom and Gumperz 1972, Gumperz 1964). The totality of 
the linguistic varieties dialects, styles, registers or languages— 
available to members of a speech community — the home, the neighborhood, 
the school — constitute their linguistic or verbal repertoire. In effect, 
several studies have demonstrated that there are no single style speakers 
and that Most speakers move along a continuum of linguistic varieties whose 
selection depends on sociolinguistic factors such as types of speech events, 
•ttitudes towards varieties, formality or informality of the speech situa- 
tion, age, sex, education, «tc. (Hernandez-Chavez 1975, Labov 1966, 
Penal osa 1980). 
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If one agrees that speech is primarily social behavior, and thet it 
Should not be limited to the production of gramatically correct sentences, 
then one can argue as Hymes does that? 



A child from whom any and all of the grarmiatical 
sentences of a language* might come with equal likelihood 
would bfe of course a social monster. Within the social 
matrix in which it acquires a system of gramnar, a child 
acquires also a system of its use, regarding persons, 
places, purposes, other models of communication, etc. 

all the components of communicative events, together 
with attitudes and' beliefs regarding theml There also 
develop patterns of the sequential use of language in 
conversation, address, standard routines, and the like. 
In such. acquisition resides the child's sociolinguistic 
competence (or, more broadly, comnunlcative competence). 
Its ability to participate in its society as not only a 
speaking, but also a communicating member. What children 
so acquire, an integrated theory of sociolinguistic 
description must be able to describe." (Hymes 1974:75) 



The basic unit for the analysis of the Interaction of language and 
social setting Is the communicative event (Hymes 1974). The components 
cf the communicative events whIcK are involved in this paper Include: 

(1) the various kinds of participants and their sociological attributes; 

(2) the mode of communication: either verbal or written; (3) the linauistic 
varieties shared by the participants; (4) the setting: home, neighborhood, 
classroom; (5) the Intent or purpose held by the speakers; (6) the topic 

• and fcomments; (7) the types of events: e.g., questions, commands, jokes. 
Other studies done recently (not necessarily dealing with bilingual 
children) have not only examined language behavior In specific speech 
situations, but have also changed the unit of analysis from the sentence 
'to speech acts and events. Current research projects dealing with discourse 
Structure focus on various other systematic levels such as turns of speak- 
ing, cdnversatlons, moves, utterances, or exchanges. (Sinclair and 
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CouUhard 1975. Ervin-Tripp 1977). All these studies examine funttionel 
diversity in language, and indicate that there is not always a direct cor- 
respondence between linguistic functions and structural forms. Questions, 
for example,, are difficult to code because some questions can be interpretPd 
as requests for information, others are imbedded imperatives, while 
still others are simply rhetorical (Ervin-Tripp 1977). Thus, the 
function of an interrogative, declarative or imperative sentence may be 
served by different forms. There is then a lack of correspondence between 
form and function because any given speech act can include several gram- 
matical structures, and any given grammatical structure can be used to 
perform several communicative acts (Coulthard 1977. Hymes 1971). 

Dore (1978) states that form alone cannot determine pragmatic function, 
because the hearer's interpretation of the speaker's communicative intent 
Is dependent on various factors that function independently of the grarmar. 
The first step in the formalization of the analysis of the functional use 
of speech according to Labov is to distinguish "what is being said froT 
what is being done" (Labov 1972:191). This type of analysis must relate 
a smaller number of sentences written within a grammatical framework to a 
much larger set of actions accomplished with words. 

There are no language assessment instruments available at present 
that accurately test the ability to function adequately in the educational 
process. This functional ability, however, is supposedly required by the 
LAU decision which requires that non-English speaking children are provided 
.with programs which will enhance their educational opportunity while they 
learn English as a second language. 

De Avila and Duncan (1976) have examined 46 tests of language proficien- 
cy and dominance: 43 measured vocabulary range. 34 dealt with oral syntax 



ERIC 



5 



/ 

-4- 

comprehension, but only 9 were aimed at measuring functional uses of language. 
This is in spite of the fact that tests of phonology and grammar are npt 
accurate predictors of effective participation in the classroom or coimuni- 
cative competence as shown in previous studies by Savignon (1972), Tucker 
(1974) and Upshur and Palmer (1974). - Functional language competence is 
defined as the underlying knowledge to make utterances in order to accomplish 
goals and to understand the^ utterances of others in terms of their goals 
(Shuy 1977). 

Language proficiency cannot be described accurately unless it is 
assessed in coirniunicative situations which occur naturally. This is needed 
In order to cover a wide range of communicative skills. This should 
involve the child's level of facility across different speech events — for 
example conversations with peers and siblings, or formal Interactions with 
teachers, and his/her performance withia various speech functions such as 
requesting and giving information, commanding, persuading, or complaining 
(Hernandez -Chavez 1978). ,^ 

The specification of the context in which each or both languages are 
used is relevant because to say that children are dominant or more profi- 
cient in English or Spanish is insufficient. As Shuy points out, in order 
to begin to assess language abilities accurately one has to assess compara- 
tive language abilities in a broad number of contexts, specifying in detail 
where, under what circumstances, and to what extent each language is used, 
-as well as the relationships among those contexts (Shuy 1977). Thus, 
*1s a bilingual child more dominant or more proficient in English at 
school? at the neighborhood playground? with her or his siblings? One 
has to consider, then, not only a quantitative dimension but a qualitative 
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dimension as well. A holistic approach to language examines language use 
in specific situations, with dif/erent interlocutors and for different pur- 
poses. Furthermore. language variability should be seen as an asset rather 
than as a liability. Traditionally, and especially in educational circles, 
bilingual children are considered highly proficient in a language when that 
language resembles the one used by a monolingual speaker. Howevgr. as 
Lavandera (1978) points out it is only in bilingually defined settings and 
situations when the bilingual 's total verbal repertoire is fully used. tha. 
is. the speaker is able to activate all the varieties possessed by him or 
her. mix them, and thus take advantage of his or her whole cormiunicative 
competence. 

Traditionally, testing situations which are monolingually defined tend 
to reduce t'he speaker's linguistic repertoire, which results often in a 
situation in which the speaker appears to be a non-assertive person 

a characteristic interpreted negatively in a dominant society (Hymes 
1974. Lavandera 1978. Phillips 1972). 

If one holds the view that Hispanic bilinguals can express better 
the social meanings and connuricate effectively only by using their total 
linguistic repertoire, then one must take into account the whole linguistic 
continuum, including code-switching behavior. 

The studies that follow describe the conmunicative competence of 
children who are at different levels of proficiency in English and Spanish 
by focusing on questions. These data are also reviewed in order to show 
that test constructs which include communicative skills are better predictors 
Of language proficiency levels than tests which measure only certain aspects 
of the child's linguistic competence. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

This paper examines a) the use of questions made by children at dif-, 
ferent-levels of proficiency in Spanish and English and b) the congruency 
between the language^constructs used to measure language proficiency and 
the natural language repertoire of children video-taped in the classroom. 

The data for this paper were collected as part of a larger study of 
language proficiency in cliildren which tries to define levels of proficiency 
from a communicative competence perspective and from children "^s actual' 
production in different settings. 

School Setting 

The school these children attended is situated in a middle-size 
school district about 60 miles north of Chicago. The bilingual prograrti 
was characterized as a self-contained integrated program. The ch^dren in 
the class were white, black and Latino English-speaking, and a small group 
of Latino children with low English proficiency. The children attended 
the program for the full day. Two criteria were employed in order to select 
the children for the program: a) parents who demonstrated interest in their 
children's learning and/or maintaining another language besiiJes English 
and b) third graders who showed low English proficiency a^nd who needed 
special help in learning English and doing their school work in a second 
language. 

.Subject Selection 

Originally, the investigators visited three bilingual classes from which 
trte subjects would be chosen. After observations of each classroom in 



terms of program structure, availability of children and teacher cooperation 
4s well as (Physical environment. 19 children from 2 classrooms were selected , 
as possible subjects for the study. 

The purpose of the subject selection was to find children of Hispanic 
origin at each of six oifferent .levels of Spanish and English proficiencies: 

> a 

1. WQh English Proficiency — High Spanish Proficiency 

2. High English Proficiency — Low Spanish Proficiency 

3. High English Proficiency — No Spanish Proficiency 

4. Low English Proficiency - Low Spanish Proficiency 

5. Low English Proficiency — High Spanish Proficiency 

6. No English Proficiency — High Spanish Proficiency 

The degrees of proficiency used are the ones described by De Avila (1975) 
in the Language Assessment Scales (LAS) and which have been approved by the 
Civil Rights Connission as correlating with the proficiency levels described 
In the LAU guidelines. These descriptions appear :n the Appendix and apply 
to both Spanish and English. 

To select the subjects, the language proficiency of the possible. tar- 
get children w;ts determined by 4 different criteria: a) administration of . 
the LAS in both Spanish and English, b) rating of proficiency levels (in 
both languages) by the researchers after interviewing each child, c) the 
teacher's perception of each child's language proficiency in both Spanish 
and English, d) the children's parents perception of their oiwn' child's 
proficiency level in Spanish and English. Proficiency levels were 
described according to the definitions stated by Oe Avila (1975). The list 
of possible targft children was narrowed by choosing only children where at 
least three out of these four criteria were in agreement on the. child's pro- 
ficiency level. As much as possible the final subjects came from the same 



classroom, same- iKthnlc background and were 6f\he same age and sex. Table 1 
'shows the breakdown by iex and ethnlcHy of the subjects. 

Table 1 ' . v 
Subjects 

Ireakdown by Proficiency IVr^SparvisV • . 

.aodoEnglish, Sex. and Ethnicity ^ ' 

■C * - • 

Subject # Proficiency Description Female KaU * 

. 1 High English - High Spanish Mextcan- • • 

2 High English - Low Spanis"h MexUa'n/Puerto Rican 

3 High English - No Spafiish • Mexican/Puerto Rican - 

4 Low English - Low Spanis*- .Mexican ' 

5 Low English - High Spanish Mexican 

6 ViO English • High Spanish Puerto Rican 

All of the subjects were between 8:& and 9:6 years old and were attend- 
ing third grade. Subjects (1) (2) and (3) have lived in the US/f all their lives 
while all the others have immigrated Xo this country within the last six 
years (range from' six months to five years). Before these subjects could 
be' selected for the study, parents were requested to submit a written peririls- 
slon form allowing their children to be videotaped in different settings. 

Home Background of Subjects 

Subject 1 ; • ♦ . 

Paula was bom in California. She lives with her parents and • 
older brother. Her mother reports oral and reading ability in 
Engldsh and Spanish. TKey usually speak more Spanish than English 
atjhomte and prefer to listen to radio or to watch television in 
English. They live in an integrated white -His panic low SEi neighbor- 
hood. ' . ' v . 

, * • 

S|ibject 2 ; 

Ana, who was bom in Waukegan, Illinois lives in a low middle- 
class white neighborhood with her mother and a younger brother (age 
three). She speaks mainly English at home, though she^prapti ces 
Spanish* when she vtsits her grandmother' who lives fn town. 
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, Subject 3 ; 

' Carmen was bom in Waukegan where she lives with her mother . 
and stepfather. She^as an older sister and a younger brother. 
She^ spoken mainly English at hone until her mother remarried 
someone who spoke only Spanish. The mother is interested in 
.', Casmen'r participation in this bilingual class so that Carmen 
' ' can learn and practice Spanish. They live in a low middle-class 
white neighbortiood. * 

• Subject 4 ; . 

Jos^ W3S bom' in Mexico. He *came to the USA about five years 
ago. He iias older siblings to whom he speaks mainly Spanish.. His 
parents, wjio work fqll'time, report that they listen to the radio 
or watch' television predomfffantly in Spanis^. Their house, which 
they own, is situatett in an integrated neighborhood. 



Subject 5 ; 

. Juanita has been in the USA Tess than a year.*') She has younger 
siblings. The grandmother lives with them at home. The parents 
Import that they speak only Spanish to their children. They li"e 
in a low SES neightborhood composed mainly of Hispanics and whites. 



Subject 6 ; 

Cisar has been In the US mainland less than a year. iJUe lives 
With his mother, who speaks only Spanish, and two older siblings 
who are learning English. The mother reports that she has. no pro- " 
ficiency in English and that she has an eleiAentary school educational ' 
backgrounds At (lolne they prefer to listen to radio or watch tele- 
vision in Spanish, the family lives in a low SES mixed Hispanic- 
Black neighborhood. 



A 

Subjects' Teacher 

The teacher in the class* chosen for the study is an Anglo female. 
She W/BS bom In South America to missionary parents. She has a good command 
of Spanish, and has taught eletijentary school for two years. 

Though there was some structure in the classrooms on" the whole, 
the classroom was run In a relaxed manner where the children cou'id 
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interact not only with the teacher but with other children during the 
different activities. The class was conducted predominartly in English, 
though the teacher often tried to translate for the non-i:nglish speaking 
Children, especially to give explanations and/or directions. The teacher 
taught Spanish to the whole class three times a week, so most children knew 
some Spanish, and the English speaking children were helpful to those 
learning English. 

The teacher had a teacher aide helping her in the dassroor.. The aide was 
. Puerto Rican. dominant In Spanish but with good conr.and of English, though 
She spoke English: with a strong accent. This teacher aide was in charge of 
the four childreq who had low English proficiency, she was to work with them 
especially in the areas of Spanish and English reading and language arts, as 
well as toassist them with worksheet assignments in different areas. 
Data Collection 

Before any videotaped data were poll ected. the researchers nsited and 
Observed the classroom, became familiar with thesj^hildren and visited their 
homes. Field notes were collected at these times which will be discussed in 
• larger stuc^y report. Parents of the subjects as well as 25 people in the 
Hispanic canity e.ch.frem three different age groups (three generations) 
were l))^rviewed In regard to thei/ language use patterr^s and their attitudes 
toward language, school, etc. 

Afterwards^ach child was videotaped fpr one whole day of chool. Jhe 
target chjld 'wore a lapel microphone during the taping session. A wireless 
Aerophone was tried at first .but problems with frequency Interruption mad; 
It Impossible ^0 use for data collection purposes. A stationary camera 
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(Sony AVC 3250) was used for data collection. The camera was focussed on 

the target child and the children around her/him. 

Subsequently, children were video-taped at home playing with other 
children and at a picnic whP- all six children interacted. Thi^, videc 
taping was done with a Sony AVC 3250 stationary camera. Several audio 
recorders were used to collect data in areas where the camera was not 
recording. Furthemore. the parents were audio-recorded during the inter- 
view in order to collect some parent language data which will be analyzed 
for the larger study. 

o 

Data Anal ysis 

A transcription code system was developed to analyze the videotaped 
data. The infonr.jtion coded included the following: 

. (1) Location of interaction or utterances (in the case of solliloquie) 

(2) Speaker: TC«target child, ACanother child. T»teacher. Exp= 
experimenter 

(3) Transcription (only conversations in which the target child was 
Involved were transcribed) 

(4) Context (information relative to the lesson, activity, etc.) 

(5) Irnnedlate situation (a brief descriotion of what is happening 
betw»*^n people Involved in the Interaction) 

(6) Translation (If in Spanish) 

Th«» transcription system was explained to several assistants who trans- 
cribed the^tapes. An experimenter was available to clear up any ambiguity, 
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especially at the Deginning of this data analysis. Subrequently, a differ- 
ent assistant checked the same tape to assure the reliability and validity 
of the information. 

A system to code target children interactions was designed, with the 
same Information from the transcripts. An interaction was defined as a 
series of conversational turns by two or more speakers around a cormon 
activity or topic which are temporally related. A listing of these interactions 
per child form the language repertoire for the study. For the present 
paper we are using only the school language repertoire. 

This repertoire was quantified according to the number of utterances. 
Utterances are defined as units of speech (sentences, pbrjse, words) which 
express an idea and/or intent. Spanish and English utterances for each child 
have faeen counted. It is inportant to clarify that the number of total utter- ' 
ances is not a measure of language proficiency in Spanish and English. However, 
It is expected that a child who is more proficient in English will produce 
more utterances in EngVjh than Spanish and vice versa. In bilingual 
children though, the • - ge used in interactions will depend on the 
situation, the context, the interlocutor, etc., involved in the interaction. 
Utterances, at times, may be just one word while others meiy be very complex 
sentenres In form and/or function and, as such, they do not reflect the 
same degrees of proficiency. Table 2 shows the total count of utterances 
representing the collected language repertoire for each child which will be ^ 
used In the study. As explained before, this is in no way a description or 
representation of the language' proficiency of the subjects. 
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Table 2 
Language Repertoire 
Per Subject* Language and Setting 



A. Per Subject and Language 



Subject 




Utterances 






Total 


X 


% 


% 






English 


Spanish 


Mix 


Paula 


' 874 


64.5 


33.5 


I,:' 


Cannen 603 


96.7 


2.7 


.6 


Ana ' 536 


94.5 


5.4 




Jose 


'\393 


18.4 


80.4 


1.2 


Juanltfl 


1143 


13.0 


84.7 


2.3 


1 Cesar 


653 


16.5 


83.1 


.4 



B. Per Language, and Setting 



Subject 




English 




Spanish 






Total 


% Home* 


% School 


Total 


% Hone 


% School 




Utterances 






Utterances 






Paula 


676 


50.1 


49.9 


187 


93.5 


6.4 


Cannen 


591 


54.3 


45.7 


120 


90 


10.0 


Ana 


468 


44.4 


55.6 


68 


17.6 


82.3** 


Jose 


103 


44.7 


55.3 


284 


70.8 


29.2 


Juanlta 


167 


74.3 


25.7 


" 941 


86.0 


14.0 


Cesar 


99 


76.8 


23.2 


527 


72.7 


27.3 



NOTE: *Home language was collected mainly from play activities with 
siblings and/or friends. 

**Ana'$ Spanish repertoire at school Includes a 15 minute 
talk with one of the experimenters. The conversation was 
• i all In Spanish and most of Ana's utterances In Spanish were 
one word utterances (vocabulary Items). 
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3. STUDY ONE: THE USE OF QUESTIONS BY EIGHT YEAR OLD HISPANICS 

ftfttlonale and Problem 

This section of the paper addresses the issue of the way in which Hispanic 

children, who are at different levels of nroficiency in English and Spanish-aslc 

questions In those languages of their peers during their interaction in 

the classroom, and the identification of the social variables that influence 
the types of questions the children used. We intend to see if there are any 
differences in the types of questions used by children who are more proficient 
in one or the other language when compared with children who are less profi- 
cient in the same language. 

As Ervin-Tripp (1977) has stated, certain communicative acts are 
especially suitable for functional language analysis. Questions, for 
~ example, have a high frequency of occurrence, require responses by the 
sddressee and the audience, and are used to communicate a variety of 
Intentions. 

There have been some studies dealing with the questioning strategies 
used by English monolingual children with ages similar to those included 
In this study (Ervin-Tripp 1977, Dore 1977, Peck 1978). However, most 
of the issues raised in those studies have dealt with children's discourse • 
materials as compared to adult patterns. In our study we will be 
examining the repertoire of questions used by six children of Spanish- 
English speaking background who are at different levels of proficiency in 
both languages. 

* 

Data and Discussion 

The data for this study come from the child-child and child-teachpr 
Interactions In the classroom which were extracted from the transcripts. 

16 
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Interactlons are defined as a series of conversational turns by two or more 
speakers around a common activity or topic, and are temporally related. 

Two hundred and fifty stx questions were asked by the six children. 
Table 3 lists the types and gives the code, the definition, and an example 
of each type of question. It can be noted from this table that the chil- 
dren's repertoire of questions goes beyond simple requests for information 
— as questions are generally considered — to requests for action, or 
Imbedded Imperatives, or rhetorical questions. The data were coded 
Independently by two experienced coders to assure inter-rater reliability. 
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Table 3 



Repertoire of Questions and Examples of 
Communicative Intentions and Their Meaning 



Requests for Infonaation .... solicit information about the identity, loca- 
tion, time or property of an object, event or 
^ situation: e.g., lln cuM pagina vas tu? 

Requests for Clarification .... solicit more specific information when the 

child has failed to i^nderstand the referent 
of the previous utterance; a reason or 
explanation: e.g.. Which one? 

Requests f or Approval .... to request a judgement or an attitude about 

events or situations: e.g.. Do you think this 
looks good? 

Requests for Action .... solicit the listener to perform, not to perform, 

or stop to perform an action: e.g., Jose, tprestarre 
esta goma? 

Request fo r Permission .... solicit permission to perform an action; e.g.. 

Kiss Jones, can I finish this? 

t 

* 

Yes/No Questions .... solicit affirmation or negation of the prepositional 

content of the addresser's utterance: e.g.. Are we 
leaving- noK? ' 

Rhetorical Questions .... solicit a listener's acknowledgment to allow 

speaker to continue: e.g., iTu sabes cua'ntas 
mUs me saque? 

Hail tat ion Questions .... answer a question with another question, showing 

hesitation and insecurity: e.g.. Here .... living 
room? 
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. ^We are not claiming here that this is the best taxonomy that can be 
used to describe the types of questions used by these students; however, 
based on available studies and on our observations, we feel that this is an 
adequate way to organize the data. 

. A quantitative analysis of the data (Tables 4 and 5) demonstrate 
that, in general, questions occur more often in the language in which the 
children are more proficient. Furthermore, there is no significant 
difference in the number* of questions used by each child. 
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Requests forMnformation were the types of questions that had 
the highest frequency of occurrence In English (i2.7%) as well as 
In Spanish (SOS), followed by yes/no questions (23.6*« for Spanish and 
12$ for English). " 

Requests for pemisstpn and for clarification had a Mgher incidence 
of occurrence among children who were more proficient In English. 

It needs to be pointed out that the reason some of the 
children asked questions of a certain type only In one of the 
two languages may be due ta the class room- structure. The 
limited English proficiency (LEP) students in this sample were perhaps 
Involuntarily isolated from the rest of the students most of the time, 
they were working In small'group situations with the teacher aide, 
and the Interaction tended to be in Spanish. Even when the groups were 
reading In English, the children asked the teacher aide questions In 
Spanish to which she also replied In Spanish. 

At the same time, there Is a tendency to group those students who 
are equally proficient In both lanr ^ges with English monolingual students. 
This was the case with Paula, the most balanced bilingual of the group, 
who was always assigned to work the English monllnguals. It may be that 
her opportunities to maintain and Improve her Spanish proficiency were 
^'jrtalled while she continued to develop her proficiency In English. 

S<e need to look at data in other, more natural settings, in order 
to determffve the types of questions used more often by children who have 
low proficiency In on& of the two languages. 

Not all utterances were composed of full propositions. Kany questions 
consist of only one word rtquests for clarification, such as "huh?" 
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w^ich is a recurrent pattern in children with low proficiency. For example, 
this was observed with Ana when she tried to have a conversation with one of 
the researchers in Spanish. 

Some of the questions were ambiguous. Yes/no questions seemed 
similar on certain occasion to requests for approval, and requests for 
Information could also have been coded as imbedded imperatives. After 
looking at the context we found that the question was a request for 
action by the addressee, as in the following example: 

Ce'sar: ^Tienes lapiz grande? (Waits for pencil.) 
Prestaselo a Jose. 

Arturo: No sab<a que eras su ami go tantito. 

Cesar: Tantico nomas. Prestaselo pa'cer el work y mas na. 

(n-2) 

Rhetorical questions seem to be a niore sophisticated level of language use. 
The majority of the rhetorical questions were in English and were used by 
students who had a high level of proficiency in that language, e.g., 

Paula: These are my pencils. 
Mimi: One Is mine. 

Paula: That's ... How am I going to erase their? 
Mimit could I have your eraser? 

(£8-3) 

It Is obvious In the preceeding exanple that the addressor does not 
txpect to get an answer to her question and thus, she continues with the 
next request for action. An interesting kind of discourse pattern occurs 
ifhen questions are used to answii^ other questions when speakers do not 
want to commit themselves to a definite answer, e.g.. 



22 



T: How would you feel about this friend of yours 
telling your teacher? ^ 

Peula: Sad? 

T: What would you went to do with that friend? 
. Paula: Beat him? 

(E8.B) 

These types of answers are particularly noticeable in the speech of Jose' 
• very low proficiency speaker in English, when he tries to conmunicate 
In that language, e.g. • 

T: Jose, tell me where are these people going 
to sleep 

Jose: Here ,,, living room? 

T: Okay. No, in the bedroom. 

(A2-1) 

T: Where didyou put your milk? 
JosI: In here. 

T: What's that? 
JosI": The refrigerator? 

(A2-2) 

Josl's hesitation and insecurity in answering in Englishwas increased 
by the attitude of the teacher who often Ignored his questions continued 
to speak without pnyltig attention to him. Furthermore, he 
' did not teem to be accepted by the rest of his classmatfs who felt that 
tils Spanish discourse relied too heavily on lexical Items which they did 
not consider appropriate for classroom interactions. They would 
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reqularly laugh . at him when he made mistakes. This Contributes to 
M$ feeling of Insecurity and to his hesitating questions, e.g.. 

7: But thii here Is a rug. It's on the .... 
Jos$: Rug? (Everybody laughs, JosI looks embarrassed.) 
T: It's on the floor. The rug is on the floor. 

Although Paula also used this pattern In her discourse once In a while, 
her answers marked by Intonation did not produce the same derisive reec-^ 
tion as JosCs, because Paula was a leader in the class due to her high 
proficiency in both languages. 

One can see then that the same types of questions are asked in both 
languages, although children who are more proficient in English seer, to 
have access to a greater variety of questioning strategies. 
In addition, the type of setting or activity will influence 
the language in which the questions, are asked and, consequently. In 
a bilingual class children have to be given an opportunity to work in 
different groups so that they are not involuntarily isolated fro-, a richer 
language experience. 

In our larger study with different contexts it may be possible to demo- 
strate that some types of questions could be specific to certai' levels of 
proficiency In English or Spanish. If so, this could be the basis for 
• construct aimed at determining language proficiency. This construct 
.would have to take into account the child's entire communicative competence 
rather than concentrating only on limited aspects of language competence 
(vocabulary, grammar), which are based on adults expectations of children's 
linguistic performance. 
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The second section of this paper examines some examples in order^ 
demonstrate (a) how a test which irieasljres more than one aspect of langua^ 
competence, is a better predictor of the speaker's communicative competence 
than^^pn^ which is limited to a single aspect of that competence^ and (b) 
how tests currently used to .measure language^proficiency examine aspects 
of language use which are irrelevant to children's linguistic performance 

r ' ' . ' 

and do not takeNnto account most of the richness of the children's 
language repertoire. ' ^ 
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<.«^TUDY TWO: CONGRUENCY BETWEEN TEST CONSTRUCTS MEASURING 
LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY AND CHILDREN'S COmUNICATIVE COMPETENCE 

Rationale and Problem 

Tests of language' proficiency widely used in bilingual programs vary 
In the type of constructs used to measure proficiency. Some tests mea- 
sure %ocabu)arbr' knowledge, others measure the use of certain granrcatical 
forms Varying in '.ont»lexity. still other tests use a more. complete construct, 
where function as well as form of language are taken i'iito account to 
deter^ltw^ languageju^ofici'ency. ^ 

lr\ general ,\>hough„ these test constructs are based on adult expecta- 
tions of what children should be able to produce linguistically rather than on 
what children actually do.? It Js as though- the dichotorty between what tests 
me^iyre ind what children do liiUuistically make ^e, relationship between 
the content of tests aod the chiTKlanguage rep^dire non-congruent. As 
such, what tests measure becomes irrelevant or too\arrow in scope to 
portray fully the actual richness of children's natifral language 
repeAlre. Thus, children are penalized for not^rbdiicing what 
adults feel they should produce and, in turn, it is impossible to account 
for the real commuqicative competence of thildren. 

This section of the paper will deal with (a) the issue of test con^ 
structs and their predictability of lai^guage proficiency levels, and (b) 
the 1$$we of congruency between some of the language constructs widely 
used to measure language proficiency in children atter\ding bilingual pro- 
grains and the children's actual cottmunicative competence.- ' 

To deal with these issues some qualitative analysis was done involv- ;■. 
in^ the language repertoire of the six children described earlier and the • 
^tent of existing tests. 
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Interactions Obtained in classroom settings and homes were analysed. We do not 
intend tc make generali/^jjl^rfl fromtne findings at this stage. The different 
Jfy^^4)r«ficienc^ children in the study^ though, were represents- 
tive of children attending bilingual programs and. as such, their language 
behavior irlay be similar, in tems of their comnunica tive repertoire per 
level. Finally, it is not the intent of the piper to";nake judgments^jabout 
the tests used. in the analysis. 

The Intent of the paper is to bring up examples of ways which current 
test Instruments and actual children's language are non-congruent, so as » 
to specify the need for new constructs which are based on what children 
can do 'linguistically. As such, it is expected that lost, if not all of ^ 
the different aspe-*^ of communicative competence will be involved in the 
determination of language proficiency in bilingual children. Tests ^ 
developed from this perspective should be more holistic in nature and 
take into actount the richness in language use(fonn and function) found 
in children's natural language repertoires. 

Language proficiency is ^ measure , of communicative competence as defined 
W Kl^s (1972) and subsequtr.tly by Ha Hi. day (1973), where form as well as 
function of language «re taken into account. Several studies have tried 
to itudy whether grammatical or communicative competence constructs are 
best predictors of communicat'.ve competence. 

Sivigncfn (197B) studied the test performance of three different groups 
of stjc»en'ts learning beginning French. Although the three groups received 
the ume number of instructional Jiours, each group received an extra hour 
6f ictivity which differed Tf^K, group to^ group (Communicative Mils, 
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culture and l^guage lab), j End of course tests (one for grammatical compe- 
tence, f ou/ f or^twiiisjnic^ competence) showed no significant difference 
in. the grammatical competence test but the group that received the extre 
hour of cownunicative competence did significantly better than the other 
two groups. The flhdings showet' that emphasis on basic communicative skills 
do not interfere with language development and that tests of communicative 
competence are better predictors of communicative competence than tests of 
granmatical competence. 

Tucker (1974) did a study where he tested two groups of secoq?! language 
learners (one higfi and one low in grammatical skills) with a test of com- 
municative competence and no significant difference In performance was found 
In the two groups. That Is, the two groups could communicate equally well. 
In spite of their differences In scores In tests of grammatical competence. 
These findings again prove that grammatical competence based tests are not 
good predictors of corwuni cati ve competence. 

Upshur and Palmer (1974) studied linguistic accuracy of their students 
who had learned English through formal classroom training. They found 
that linguistic accuracy (as measured by grammar related tests) was not a 
good predictor of their measured communicative abilities. 

These three studies show. In general, how communicative competence 
tests are better predictors of language proficiency than tests of grammati- 
cal competence. 

In regard to more holistic perspectives In communicative competence 
testing. Integrative views of cof^unicatlve competence have shown the need 
to evaluate form and function of language when determining levels of 
proficiency In second language learners. Carroll (1978) has distinguished 
three levels ryf proficiency (basic. Intermediate and advanced). 
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He defines levels 1n terms of ten evaluation criteria which can be 
epplied to test scoring procedures in integrative test instruments. The 
criteria are: siie. complexity, range, speed, flexibility, accuracy, 
appropriateness. Independence, repetition and hesitation. Morrow (1S77) 
has Suggested that communicative tasks can serve as integrative tests of 
the learner's communicative competence. Morrow (1977) provides a list of 
criteria which could be used to evaluate this type of tests. They are 
comprehensibility. appropriateness^rannatical accuracy and naturalness 
of response. 

The following section of the paper presents some data which may shed 
further light on the issue of predictability of communicative competence 
through grammatical vs communicative competence tests. 

The issue of congruence between test constructs in language proficiency 
tests and children's language repertoire will be explored by comparing and 
describing examples which Illustrate the relationship between what the test 
measures and what the children actually produce linguistically. 
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Test Constructs and Predictability of Language Proficiency Levels 

Subjects for this study were selected when at least three out of four 
criteria used to determine tneir language proficiency showed the same profi* 
ciency levels. One of the criteria used was the Language Assessmuni Scales 
(LAS) results. This test is based on the premise that language consists of 
four primary subsystems: the phonemic system, the referential system, the 
syntactic system and the pragmatic system. The test construct, then, 
measures different aspects of these subsystems. The test includes five 
subtests described as phonemic, minimal sound pairs, lexical or vocabulary , and 
sentence comprehension and production (a story retelling subtest which 
measures pragmatic use of language). 

For most of the six children chosen in the sample, the LAS results 
showed levels of proficiency which were the same as at least two of the 
oth^r three criteria Involved in the selection process, namely the profi- 
clenby levels as determined by the teachers, the Investigators and the 

pareilits. Only In three cases was there a difference between the levels 

i 

assigned by the other criteria and the LAS results. This difference 
occurjfed with "the Spanish proficiency levels. An analysis by subtest was 
done jto determine whether all subtests or some of them were better 
predijctors of the proficiency levels. The LAS Manual and Technical report 
(De Ayila 1975) does not explain the method used to determine the cut off 
^potnti which del^eate the different levels. The cut-off points are 
described In Table 6. 
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T)b1e 6 

{, Interpretation of LAS Scores in Terms of Levels 

. Score Description Level 

85 to 100 Totally fluent In English 

(or Spanish) 5 

75 to 84 Near fluent in English 

(or Spanish) 4 

65 to 74 Limited English (or Spanish) 

speakers 3 

55 to 64 Non-English (or Spanish) 

speaker, apparent lin- 
guistic deficiencies 2 

54 and 60 Non-English (or Spanish) 

speaker, total linguistic 
deficiency 1 



A per cent of right answers per subtest was determined for each sub- 



ject. Table 7 (A and B) shows this information as well as the subtest 
proficiency levels using the same breakpoints as for the total score. 
The data were reviewed to determine which subte*:ts and how often the sub- 
test scores differed by two or more proficiency levels from the total 
score. Subtest scores were defined a$ non-congruent with the total 
score when there was a difference of two or more levels of proficiency 
between the subtest and the total score. 
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rFor subtest V a level was assigned according to different factors (see De Avila 1975). 
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•♦For subtest V a level was assigned according to coherence of content of the story, repeated 
syntactic errors, word combination, completeness of sentences, accuracy of story. 
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A review of the data in Table 7 shows that for the English test 
on six occasions the subtest provided a score (level) two or more levels 
removed from the level assigned by the total score. In this case, 
the levels shTwn in the subtest were usually higher than the levels ^ 
assigned by the total score* This difference in levels appeared in three 
different subjects and only with the 'ow English proficiency subjects 
(levels 1. 2 and 3} who were learning English as a second language. 
In general, it can be said that each one of the individual subtests was a 
good predictor of the total level of proficiency for English proficient 
children but it tended to vary some with low English proficierfcy children, 
especially the lexicon and minimum sound pairs. For that reason then, the 
whole LAS English test score is a better predictor of the language profi- 
ciency of the students. The story retelling subtest (pragmatic use of 
language) proved to be as good a predictor of English proficiency as the 
total score for all children. 

In the Spanish form of the LAS, three of the five subtests (phone- 
mic, lexical and oral comprehension) produced scores with two or more 
levels of difference from the total score. Students were overscored by 
the subtest while the total score showed much lower proficiency in Spanish. 
These subtests by themselves are not good predictors of language proficiency 
levels, especially in children who were not highly proficient in that 
language. Again, the only subtest which seemed to predict the levels of 
proficiency of the children tested as well as the total test score is 
the pragmatic use of language subtest, which measured cornnunicative 
competence as determined by the construct used for scoring this section. 

Since the LAS is one of the most widely used test ef language 
proficiency in bilingual programs, it seems worthwhile to do a larger 
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stuc(y to determine If these differences between the total and subtest 
scores occur oftei. enough to call for a review of some of the subtests. 

Our data seem to go along with findings by Savignon (1972), 
Tucker (1974) and Upshur and Palmer (1977) which indicate that communicative 
competence tests arCt in general, better predictors of language profi- 
ciency than grammatical competence-based instruments. 

Since the previous studies were done with college fitudents, these 
findings suggest that the same holds true for younger children who are 
learning a second language or who still have not attained full develop- 
ment in their first language. 
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Congruency Between Some Tests Widely Used to Determine Language 
Proficiency and th6 Actual ChlTdren Language Repertoire 

While some tests used to measure the language proficiency of bilingual 
students are based on constructs where several aspects of language are 
measured (i.e. LAS), others measure language proficienjcy by looking at 
only one aspect of language (i.e. vocabulary or syntax). 

The James Language Dominance test is based on a vocabulary (production 
and comprehension) construct. It is a test widely used in bilingual programs 
to determine the children's levels of language proficiency. Although the test 
is tn be used with K through second grade children, school districts also use 
it at the higher elementary grades. The test has a^orm in Spa9rish and one 
in English; both have the same vocabulary items. . » , 

Each form of the test contains a section on production one on compre- 
hension of vocabulary. The test was developed to evaluate the "langu- 
age cdmpetence" (James 1974:10) of students in Spanish and in English. 
Although the manual states that the items are listed in order of difficulty 
(James 1974:11), there is no explanation of the criteria- used for item 
selection. 

Using the whole corpus of utterances which appears in the interac- 
tion repertoire of each subject in the language proficiency study, we 
chiecked to determine how many of the items which appeared in the James 
Language Dominance Test also appeared in the children's language repertoire 
'Collected during a whole day of school. This analysis may give us an idea 
as to whether the items in the test occur frequently in children's speech 
and whether the words are Indeed organized in order of difficulty. 
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The analysis of the English production subtest shows that 9 Items cut 
of the 20 Iten^ appeared In the children's school language repertoire. Six 
Itejns appeared In the repertoire of two of the three' children who were 
prof1c1et)t In English while none of these items were used by the other 
chlTd. Jose.whowas rated low in proficiency in Spanish and Eng1ish,pro- 
duced three Items. 

The Items which appeared In the school repertoire^were mostly those 
which were related to school (book, pencil, sitting, talking, eating, scissors 
and home). One Interesting finding Is that Items listed in English as talk- 
ing, eating, sitting, and drinking do not appear often as Ing. forms in the 
children's utterances but just as talk, eat, sit and drink. This form 
seems to be more common In the children '^.language repertoire. 

In the case of the home repertoire 8 items appeared in the children's 
home repertoire. They mostly appeared in English proficient children. ^Some 
of the Iters were the same as they appeared in the school's repertoire (house, 
pencil, eating, talking, sitting). Thus, in reality only 3 new items appeared 
and with very low frequency (two times maximum). Only 12 of the 20 items 
appeared in the total data and the larger number of occurrences 
in the children who were proficient in English. 

When we examined the English conprehension subtest, only four 
items appeared in the children's school repertoire (show, chair, swimming 
and dog). The Ina fom listed in the test did not appear when a 
child used swim . The child with the lowest English proficiency used dog 
and swim which are at the beginning and at the end of the test; a surprising 
finding if one assumes the items are ordered by difficulty level. 

Six items appeared in the home repertoire data and two of them h^d 
occurred in the school repertoire (dog and swimming). In all, only 8 items 
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pccurred In the overall children's repertoire out of the 20 which appear In 
this subtest. 

Only four Items In the Spanish production subtest occur at least once 
In the school repertoire of the six children. Agalr. casa (home) appears 
to be common, together with other Items which could be related to school 
activities ( tijeras . sentado . llbro) . Six items appered In the home 
repertoire. They were used only by the two Children who were highly pro- 
ficient In Spanish. Four of these Items did not appear In the school 
repertoire ( plato . come, habla and laplz) . Thus, only eight items out of 

< 

the 20 appeared In the chlldrt 3 total collected repertoire. 

Four Items from the Spanish comprehension subtest appeared In the 
repertoire ( lumbre , zapato , duerme and nada) i These Items do not appear 
as listed In the test but modified according to ethnic differences or dis- 
course preferences of children ( fuego , tenis . dormf and nadar ) . Six Items 
occurred In the home repertoire-; Of these, five were new Items (carro, 
cuchara . estufa, sllla , llora) . In all, only nine out of 20 items appeared 
In the total collected repertoire for the six children. 

.In conclusion, we found that only a very sm^ll part of the child's language 
repertoire. In terns of number of utterances, was taken Into account in assess- 
ing the child's language proficiency via the vocabulary Items In the test 
(range from 3.6X to 8.4JI In English and from OX to 4.2% In Spanish). From 
this perspective, the children may seem to be much less proficient than they 
would appear to be If the whole language repertoire was used in the assess- 
ment. Ue are not trying to Imply that the children did not know the 
Items in the test but they may not occur with high frequency in natural 
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language settings. Part of .the problem Is that tests are usually designed 
by adults, cccording to adult expectations of what children can do, rather 
than from observations of what children actually do do. The data, as analysed, show 
little congruence In terns of vocabulary used by children and what this 
'^test of vocabulary measures. In general, the test tells us very little 
about the vocabulary the children have mastered and almost nothing about 
their language proficiency. 

Another test widely used in bilingual programs Is the Bilingual 
Syntax Measure (BSM) (Burt et al. 1975). This test measures language 
proficiency In terms of language development using a syntax construct. 

Q 

Syntax was chosen as a measure of proficiency because the authors thought 
that: 1) Vocabulary varies according to experience andCbillngual rhildren 
have very heterogenous backgrbgnds (socially and cuturally) In terms of 
experience*. 2) Pronunciation varies a great deal across dialects 
and Idiolects, and accent Is an Indicator of other aspects such as SES, 
ethnicity, etc., than of language proficiency and 3) Functional use of 
language (communicative skills) Is hard to produce sy!stematically, 
efficiently and naturally In large numbers of children. 

The test bas a form in Spanish and one in English and the score is 
mainly based on the use of different grammar structures which appear 
In children at different stages of language development. The test uses 
the "structured conversation" (Burt et al. 1975:14) technique of elicit- 
ing natural speech. It was developed and normed with K through second 
• grade ^tudents , although Ijt is often used with older children In elementary 
schools. This test places children In five proficiency levels: , Level 1 
— no proficiency. Level 2 — some comprehension but not oral production 
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proficiency, Levels 3, 4 and 5 ^re determined in terms of particular groups 
of structures acquired hierarchically by children as they are at different 
levels in the language acquisition process. Cut-off points to define 
levels were determined by setting up points where at least 75% of the 
children had acquired a specific set of structures. Thus, a score of 95-100 
indicates the child is at Levels 5 (Proficient), a score of 85-94 indicates 
Level 4 (Intermediate), and a score of .45-84 or lower corresponds to 
Levels I or II, depending on the degree of comprehension. 

Table 8 li^ts the different structures that both the Spanish and the 
English tests measure: 

Table 8 





List of Structures Measured by Items in BSM 




Spanish 




English 




Structure 




Structure 


1. 


Present Indicative 


1. 


Short plural 


2. 


^ Possessive, article 


2. 


Plural copula 


3. 


Adjective Gender 


3. 


Singular Copula 


4. 


Copula (estar), article 


4. 


Article 


5. 


Copula (estar), adjective gendor 


5. 


Progressi^e-irtg, plural 








auxiliary, plural copu'la 


6. 


Progressive (ando/iendo) 


6. 


Article, plural copula 


7. 


Copula (ser) 


r. 


Singular auxiliary, singular 








copula, article 


8. 


Past Subjunctive (Perfect) 


8. 


Progressive-ing 


9. 


Reflexive (se) indirect object 


9. 


Long plural 




pronoun, infinitive 






10. 


Reflexive (se) direct and 


10. 


Perfect conaitional 




indirect Object pronouns 




• 


11. 


Reflexive, (se), conjunction 


11. 


Possessive 




(que), present subjunctive 






•12. 


Reflexive (seL^article, direct 


12. 


Past Irregular 




and inoir^pf object pronouns 






Conjunctions (que) • present 






♦ 


subjunctive 







} 
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. Uch tesrt (Spanish and English) has 18 items which measure indiv^tlual 
structures or severil of. therf^.which occur together as listed, ''^he first 
eight structures art part of the proficiency repertoire of/<^f»i l^lre^ at 
Levels 3 and 4 while the.other five appear in Level 5 children (proficient 
In English).; " 

With this data>t hand, a check of each child's classroom interaction 
repertoire was carried out. to determine. how many of the structures, listed 
actual ly appeared 1 n ,thei r "natural i nteracti ons . 

Tables 9 and 11 show the list of structures measured and the total nurrterof 
occurrences per child in English and in Spanish. The criteria for Level 3 
performance is that the children prx^iJuct six or less of the structures 
listed from items 1 through 8. Level 4 children are those who produce 
seven or more of the first eight listed structures (tested through ten 
items). Level 5 children are those who perform well in six out of the 
eight ilSms which measure the use of structures 9 through 13 as listed 
in Tables 9 and 11. 
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Table 9 



Structum Measured by I tens fn the 8SN and Their 
Occurrence In pilldren's. Total Lanquaije Itepertolre Collected 

ENGLISH FORHi\ 



^^^^^ J 

^•S^ CM Id 


Proficiency ^ 
Level 5 


Proficiency 
LeVel 5 


Proficiency 
Level 5 


Proficiency 
Level 3 


Proficiency 
Level 2 


Proficiency. 
Level 1 


^att1< 
roul usi 


1 

i: 148 


Ana 

Total use: 95 


Camen 
rotal Use: 127 


'Jose 
Total Use: 19 


Juanlta 
Total Use: 19 


Cesar 
Total Use: 26 


^^^^ 


1 Occ»^- 
rr 


t 


f Occur- 
rences 


X 


w WVU» " 

rences 


X 


w uccur- 
rences 


X 


f Occur- 
rences 


t 


f Occur- 
rences 


t 


yf«~ Shirt Muftl 


19 


10.1 


6 


6.3 


16 


12.6 


2 


10.5 






2 






13 


6.9 






7 


5.5 


1 


5.2 










:|. SfNfKtar' Co»«1« 


W 


31.9 


42 


44.2 


50 


39.4 


4 


21.1 


6 


31.6 


13 


50 




12 


6.4 


19 


20.0 


12 


9.4 


2 


10.5 


3 


15.8 






ft. Prnrvsslvt^lng. plural 
'•nillafy. plural copvlr 


9 


4.8 


3 


3.2 


8 


6.3 






1 


5.3 






m§. Drtfel*. BlMral conula 


1 


.5 


I 


1 1 


















plar MpvU and article 


27 


14.4 


5 


5.3 


7 


5.5 


1 


5.2 






2 


7.7 




17 


9.0 


6 


6.3 


10 


7.9 


2 


10.5 


8 


42.1 


1 


3.8 


; LoMf f litral 


1 


.5 






















Ptrfdct Conditional 


3 


1.6 






















11. Nsftsslvt 


3 


1.6 


5 


5.3 


2 


1.6 














^ Ho Nst IrrtguUr 


23 


12.2 


."4 


25.3 


«5 


11.8 


7 


36.8 


1 


5.3 


8 


30.8 


, Irtal f^rpifi of 
Mttfincitf In Cn9Hsh 


676 




458 




591 




103 




147 




119 




^ ^rctnt f f Utttrances 
|teliif Ttftttd Structures 




27.8 




20.7 




21.5 




18.4 




12.9 




21. sj 



ERIC 



41 



-40- 



ERIC 



The English test results show that a larger (In numbers) and more varied 
number of structures appeared in children proficient in English (Level 5 
according to our criteria) while very few were used by children at proficiercy 
levels 1» 2 and 3. The structures most often found in all students wer^ the 
singular copula» the progressive and the past irregular. Of these, only 
the past ^regular is among the five structures which determine Level 5 
proficiency according to test performance. The long plural and the perfect 
conditional appeared infrequently in^the balanced bilingual subject. They 
did not appear In the other two English proficient subjects in the sample. 

The analysis of the total repertoire indicates that most of the structures 
appeared in the' English proficient children. In general this test uses a 
very low percentage of the total language repertoire is used to determine 
the language proficiency of these children (from 12.9 to 27.8 per cent). 
If one accounts for only a small sample of the children's language repertoire 
then one Is virtually ignoring a large sample of what children can do 
linguistically and is measuring only what adults feel is important in 
language proficiency. 

Tables lOAand B show the occurrence of the different English structures 
at home and in school separately. These tables demonstrate that even the 
low English proficient children use more English at home than they do in school. 
This mty be due to the more structured situation in the classroom and'the fact 
that these LEP children are grouped together for instruction. Maybe if these 
children Interacted more with English speakers the patterns will change. At 
htino, the data were collected in situations which involved children piecing 
with siblings and friends; in those situations it^appeared that English was 
used more frequently In spite of the low proficiency o^ the, subjects. ^ 
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Table 10 

Structuftt Miiturtd by Itm In tht S$M and Tdclr 
Occurrtfict In Clilldrfn'i Scfiool lanQuaot Raptrtolrt 

CNGIISH FORM 



CM Id 


i'rortcitncy 
Lavtl 5 


Proruianc;y 
Uvtl 5 


Preflclancy 
tavel 5 


Prof 1 Clancy 
lavel 3 


Proficiency 
Ltvtl 2 


Prott Clancy 
Level 1 


Structiirtfi 


null 
fetal [Hi 


1 

i: 91 


Ana 

Total Uia: 49 


Canwn 
Total ma: 06 


Jost 
Total Uta: 0 


Juanita 
Total U$a: 12 


Ctiar 

Total Use: 2& 


* Occur* 
rtncai 


I 


# Occur* 
rtncti 


% 


1 Occur* 
rtncai 


1 


# Occur- 
rtfict* 


i 


1 Occur- 
rtncai 


% 


$ Occur- 1 
rtncas ' 


1. Snort riyrai 


U 


17.5 


3 


6.1 


15 


22. 


c 2 


75 






2 


25 


2. Plural Capyla 


8 


1.0 






^ 7 


10. c 














3. Slnaultr CmuIa 


2S 


27.4 


11 


32.1 


21 


31.9 


1 


12.2 


2 


16.7 


4 


SO 


4. ArtUla 


1 


I.I 


n 


22.4 


0 


0.0 


2 


25 


) 


ft 1 






ft. PffMfWii1tfA*1iiii> Dlural 

aiiii11ary» plitral copula 


1 


I.I 


2 


4.1 


5 


7.3 














1. ArtUla* plural copula 


1 


1.1 


1 


2.0 


















7. SfAfular auxniary. iln- 
fular copula and artkia 






1 


2.0 


















6. ^roortsifvt-fng 


U 


11.5 


1 


12.2 


9 


13.2 


2 


25 


0 


66.7 


1 


12.5 


9. long Plural 


























Nrfact Conditional 


2 


2.2 






















n. Peiiasiivt 


3 


3.3 


2 


4.1 


1 


1.5 


1 


12.2 










12. Put IrrtQular 




15.4 


7 


14.2 


4 


5.0 






1 


6.3 


1 


12.5 


•otal Corpus of 
jttarancts In Cnollih 


337 




2S0 




270 




57 




23 




43 




^arcant of Utttrfncai 
Jling Taittd Structurti 




27 




19.6 




25.2 




14 




54.2 




18.6 



. Structurts Mtasurtd by luns In tht 6SM and Thtir 
Occurrtnct In Childrtn'i Hont Languant Rapartoirt 

IN6LISH FORM 





Prof tenancy 


frofUU scy 


Proti Clancy 


Pron Clancy 


Proftcitncy ' 


Proncitncy 


Child 


ituti 




Ltvtl 5 


Lavel 5 


Ltvrl 3 


Ltvel 2 


Ltvtl 


1 


Paula 


Aha 




Carman 


Joli 




Juanita 


Ctiar 


Structurti ^"^^^^^n,^^^ 


rotai Ml 


i: 17 


Total Uia: 12 


Total Uit: 59 


Total Uit- li 


Total Ust: 7 


Total Uit: 1£ 




1 Occur* 




f Occur* 




I Occur- 




# Occur* 




1 Occur- 




1 Occur- 






rtncai 


ft 


rtncai 




rtncti 


% 


rtncti 


ft 


rtncti 


1 


rtnctl 


% 


1. Stiort Plural 


3 


3.1 


3 


4.6 


1 


1.7 








1" 






2. Plural Copula 


S 


ft.2 










1 


9.1 










3. Singular Copula 


3S 


30.1 


26 


4J.9 


29 


49.1 


3 


27.3 


4 


57.1 


9 


SCO 


4. Artlcia 


1 


1.2 


6 


12.9 


0^ 


10.2 






2 


26.1 






S. Pfoortiilvflng. plural 


























auKlllary, plural copula 


1 


0.2 


1 


1.6 


3 


5.1 






1 


14.3 






1. Artlcia, plural copula 


























7. Singular auxiliary, lin- 


27 


27.6 






















gular copula and anicla 


4 


1.4 


7 


11.9 


1 


9.1 






2 


n.1 


i. Pf0frtii1vt«1ng 


2 


2.1 






1 


1.7 














ft LOAg Plural 


1 


1.0 






















10. Ptrftct Conditional 


1 


1.0 






















11. Poatoiilvt 






3 


4.0 


1 


1.7 










1 


1.5 


12. Pait Irrtgular 


9 


9.3 


17 


27.4 


11* 


16.6 


6 


S4.5 






7 


38.9 


lotal Corpus of No>it 


























iitttraoctt in tnglim 


319 




206 




321 




46 




124 




76 




^rctfit Of Uttorancti 


























Ming Tt^lH Itrueturti 




tl.l 




22.1 




16.3 




^3.9 




5.6 




23.7 
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When we examined the Spanish test data, we found that a large and more 
varied nunter of structures appear In the more Spanish-proficient children 
(L^el 5). Only one structure copula (ser) appeared In all subjects. One 
structure* (reflexive (se). Indirect object pronoun, Infinitive) did not 
appear Ir^ any of the subjects. It Is Interesting to note that the balanced 
bilingual subject, Paula, produced only two of the five structures required 
for Level 5 and each structure appeared only once. 

In general, a very low percentage (from 2.2% to 15%) of the total 
number of the children's utterances were used In evaluating language 
proficiency by using the BSM syntax construct. In particular, the Spanish 
test used much less of the subjects total repertoire than did the English 
test. It seems again as If current test constructs are too narrow to 
cover the richness of repertoire In the children's natural language and, 
as such, these tests overlook a gi^at deal of the children's linguistic 
abilities. 
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Table 11 

structures Measured by Itans In the BSH and their 
Occurrence In Children's Total Lanouaoe Repertoire Collected 

SPANISH FORM 



I Child 


Proficiency 
Level 5 ' 


Proficiency 
Level 1-2 


Proficiency 
Level 1 


Proficiency 
Level 3 


Proficiency 
Level 5 


I'roficiency 
Level 5 


1 ^ ^* 

j Sfwctures ^^s^ 


Paula 

Total Use: 28 


Via 

Total Use: 4 


Carm 
Total Use: 2 


Jos^ 
Total U^e: 31 


Juanlta 
Total Use: 102 


Cesar 
Total Use: 77 


f Occur- 
rences 


% 


1 Occur^ 
rences 


at 

X 


1 Occur- 
rences 


% 


1 Occur- 
rences 


X 


1 Occur- 
rences 


X 


1 Occur- 
rences 


X 


1« Present Indicative 














1 


3.2 


2 


2.0 


6 


7.8 


Z. Possesslvet article 






















4 


5.2 


1 3. Adjtctlve Gender 


2 


7.1 






-- 








10 


9.8 


6 


7.8 


' 4. Copula (estar), article 


8 


28.6 


— 








3 


9.7 


13 


12.7 


5 


6.5 


$• Copula (estar), adjec- 
tive gender 


1 


:.6 


— 




— 








1 


1.0' 


3 


3.9 


Progesslve (ando/lendo) 
auxiliary (esta*^) 


1 


3.6 










1 


3.2 


11 


10.8 


4 


5.2 


7. Copula (ser) 


13 


46.4 


3 


75 


2 


100 


7 


22.6 


37 


36.3 


21 


27.3 


1. Past Subjunctive 
(Perfect) 


1 


3.6 


— 




— 




4 


12.9 


— 


— 






9. fteflexlvt (s^). Indirect 
object pronouni Infini- 
tive 




— 


— 




— 
















10. fUfffexlve (se)« direct an«. 
and Indirect object 
pronouns 


1 


3.6 










7 


22.6 


11 


10.8 


19 


24.7 


11, Reflexive (se), conjunc* 
subjunctive 














1 


3.2 


2 


2.0 


3 


3.9 


If, Reflexive (se), article 
direct am? Indirect 
object pronouns 






! 1 


25 






3 


9.7 






3 


3.9 


13. Conjunction (que), pre- 
sent subjunctive 


1 


3.6 


i 








4 


12.9 


15 


14.7 


3 


3.9 


^ total corpus of Total 
Itterances In Spanish 


187 




58 








287 




954 




552 




'trcent of Utterances 
hing Tested Structures 




1S.0 




6.9 




2.2 




10.8 




10.7 




13.9 



•Rote: Conversation in Spanish with Experiiicntrr mainly monosyllables. 
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Tables 12A and B shnw the analysis done with the school and home lan- 
guage repertoire's data separately. Paula, the balanced bilingual subject 
used much more Spanish at hone than in school. This is due in part 
to the fact that she was grouped with English speakers in the classroom while 
at home she plaiyed with bilingual or monolingual Spanish speakers. 
Table )2 6 shows, that a very low percentage of the home language repertoire 
was taken'into account in determining language proficiency in Spanish 
through the BSM. This may be due to the fact that the Spanish used in the 
classroom was much less formal than the English used there. 

In the case cf the BSM most of the structures measured in the test 
appeared in the language repertoire of the children studied. More structures 
appeared in subjects who were more proficient In Spanish and/or English than 
in those less proficient in those languages. Nonetheless, the test seems 
to measure only what adults feel children should know to be proficient in a 
language and leave aside most of what children do in terms of communicative 
skills. This happens in spite of the fact that current research shows com- 
municative skills to be better predictors of communicative competence and 
language proficiency than are grammar or vocabulary tests. 

The main problem with current test constructs is that they are based 
on adult expectations of what children can do rather than on what they 
actually do linguistically. There is a need to find new test constructs for 
measuring language proficiency which are more holistic in nature and 
show a knowledge of or are based on what children do with language. These 
tests should approach the measurement of communicative competence from a 
wider perspective where form and function of language are involved and 
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Table 12 



. ttf«Ct«rtt NMSiirti »y ItM In IM ISM •«« iHtir 









U.4> 5 1 


^^^^^ Cfcf 14 


•U1 HM 


• 1 


1«U1 Mi 


1 


IfUl UM 0 




11 


Uttt Uit 42 


C4\4v 

tetti J»t 


43 


Stf«Kt«rvt ^^^^ 


OKC«r> 


% 


rf*Cts 


t 




t 


• Occtr< 
rtMCtl 


t 


* Occtr- 
rtftcti 


\ 


« Occir*! 


t 


1. PffMM Miutivt 






- 








1 


4.7 


1 


}.4 


1 


H 












• 












1 


S 




















9 


11.4 




7 5 




1 


11.4 










- 


- 












1 


U.I 














1 


} 4 


2 


-i 
























1 


2.S 




1 . 


U.I 


t 


M.i 






7 


f.S 


9 


21 4 


3 


7 & 


t. Hit SukJiMtfvt 














4 


19 






- 






























10 *Wf1t«f«t (•#}. #1rtct an. 
««tffftct ttiect 














• 


2t.% 


S 


11.9 


\ 


42 I 








1 








1 


4.7 


2 


4 ( 


1 

t 

, 2 


1 


««f«ct Iniiftct 






1 
1 

1 » 








i 

1 


U.3 






1 

2 


i S 


13. CtrivRCtftn p^t- 






! ^ 








« 


119. C 


U 




2 






F 


1 

i »• 


1 








U& 








•trctfit tftttftMti 




1 

M.I 1 


til 


• 




r<.4 




«.2 




23 7 



SlrHCl«r» lk«v«f*4 tty ittn.. if) thi «mi then 
OcMmnct CHiUrwi'ft MM im %M t^ Mtptrtotrt 
SfMt&M (OKM 



^^■^^^s^ utu 


Irvfl S 


Uwl 1-2 


irn-l t 


Prof ic 1 vfiriT 
Uvvl 3 




Kofui«tcV 
trvrl S 


VM«I UM 21 


Ant 

1M«1 IKt 1 


Ultl Um 2 


Iq*«1 Itvf 10 


lOltl Uvt W 


Ctvtr 
tfttl Um 


f 37 


Stmcinrtt ^>N^ 




I 


rtiKt% 


t 




t 


» Occur 


t 


• tecwr- 


t 


« OCCHT- 


t 




















t 


1.7 






2. H»%«»ti«t* 4rttclt 






















1 


S.4 


J. MjMlivt ttnitr 


2 


9,& 














1 


11.7 


1 


• 1 


4. C4PmU (tslAr). ATticU 


1 


14.1 










3 


D 


13 


21.70 


S 


I3.S 


». Ca^lt (fftltr). fiiM- 
|i«t fMitr 






















1 


2.7 




1 


4.t 










1 


10 


11 


14.3 


3 


t.l 


7. Ci^lt (ttr) 


II 


S7.I 


1 


100 


2 


100 


S 


M 


21 


44.7 


IS 


IS. 4 




1 


4.1 
















































IQ. Ml«a1«4 (m). iiffcl 4*1. 
4m faiirtci ikjMi 














1 


10 


i 


10 0 


1 


S 4 


II. itfl«i4«t Im). MnjMRC- 
MkjMCtitPt 






















1 


1.7 


It. mfHMim (m). 4rtUl4 
#ir4ci mi Miftci 
ai^i »rwMn 






1 
















1 


1.7 


II. tmiimim im)* 9f- 

•MM IliljMCIft* 




4.1 


! 
















1 


I.I 


RUfflKM to Ittaiili 


- 




12 




t 




101 




■19 




MJ 












•.1 




I.I 




» 0 




s.o 




n > 



HM4: CMNmMfM to S04ii«Mi vito f ^trtoMltf aitolf Miyllaiiln. 
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where natural language samples are the source of Information about the 
language proficiency of each subject. 
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5. CONaUSION 

In the first section of this paper have shown that children who 
are at different levels of language proficiency possess a rich repertoire 
of interrogative foms which they use In their classroom Interactions In - 
order to communicate various messages^, such as requests for Information, 
requests for actlbn. or requests for permission. Questions are most often 
employed In the language In which the child is more proficient, and the 
questions are often detemined by the type of setting or activity in which 
the children participate. 

It appears that when the whol** language repertoire of children is 
analysed from an Integrative perspective, a better description of the 
children's communicative competence is possible. 

In the second section of the paper data was reviewed which demonstrates 
that multifaceted test constructs including communicative skills are better 
predtctors of language proficiency levels than tests which measure only 
one aspect of communicative competence. The data also Indicate that a 
sub-test testing communicative skills can be as good a predictor of language 
proficiency as the whole test 

« 

Up to now, most tests used to measure language proficiency in chil- 
dren use testing constructs Jused on adult expectations of what children 
shdld know linguistically rather than on what children can actually do. 
This foay give rise to situations where the communicative competence of 
a child is under- or over-estimated since the test construct is irrelevant. 

\ 

Incongruent or too naVroM In scope to look at the richness In l^e child's 

r 

49 



-48- 



entlre language repertoire. By looking for what we adults feel children 
should know* we have been disregarding children's actual performance. 

New studies In child discourse across levels , such as the one dis- 
cussed In this paper, may open new avenues toward testing constructs which 
are Integrative and holistic, and which take into account form as well as 
functions of language. In these ways we may better understand the com- 
municative competence of bilingual children. It is through these new 
constructs that we should be investigating children's capabilities, and 
we should look at the child's entire language repertoire as a measure of 
language proficiency, rather than pre-determining "appropriate" areas of 
expected language competence. 

Along the same line, Savignon (1977), Tucker (1974) and Upshur and 
Palmer (1977) have shown that tests which measure communicative competence 
skills are better predictors of communicative competence than tests based 
on grammatical skills. \ 

Our data show that tests which measure on aspect of language withX 
specific itesms tend to limit the range 'of communicative competence which 
Is characteristic of the subjects In deteimlnlng their language profi- 
ciency. In many cases there may be Incongruencles between the subject's 
production and the test construct which may deter any valid determination 
of an individual's language proficiency. 
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English Proficiency Levels Explanation 



Proficiency Level I . . 

w 

The students in this group do not speak, understand, or write English, 
but some may know a few, isolated words or expressions. , 



Proficiency Level II ' 

This group includes children with little knowledge of English. The 
speakers in this category often have great- difficulty in comprehending and 
speaking English, consequently, attempts at elicitation often are met 
with silence, a repetition of the questionsor gestures (pointing, nodding, 

* xc • / • 



Proficiency Level III 

*k .Speakers in this group have difficulty comprehending many things in 
the Enolish language. Elicitations of many types of constructions frequent- 
ly will be mt with silence or repetitions of what has been .said. However, 
they are sufficiently iij control of the language to conmunicate, using 
poorly. formed syntactic constructions. Although these children may 
occasionally produce good phrases and s imp! e* sentences, thejjgener a Uy 
will fail to providrt noun with the proper preceding article, be unable 
to nanagt agreement betw^n subjicrand verb because of the inabiTitv to nake 
the appropriate ^rrelations b«tween person, nui^er gender, and subject- " 
object formr'for pronouns, and will have difficulty distinguishing singular 
and plural forms of nouns. Oi.fficulty with the auxiliary verb is most 
tvitfent In this range. Omission of the verb^ (especially forms of "be") 
is also character i Stic of this gVoup of speaker^. These speakers have been 
txposed to the najor sound system in English and to the basic syntactic 
ftructurts. They are usually at the Pre-primer stage in literary ability. 

" ■- s ' ■ 

t 

Profleltny Lfvcl IV ' ' ^ 

Spflktrs In this group both comprehend "and' respond to English better 
thanjthoit In Ltvtl III. However, .they often do not respond without the 
list of one Of.thf prompting techniques. Although they tend to use a large 
««"ptr of poorly .forme* constructions, thi/ie deviant forms will alternate 
witr. thtlr wtll-formtd counterparts, " tir language facility could be ' " 
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described ts being In b state of flux . Their reading ability Is usually 1-2 
years below that of English speaking students. Thus, while they will con- 
tinue to make the same general kinds of "mistakes" as those In Level III. 
tuey will not bi making them so frequently. If these students are excluded 
tt this state of their language development It would doom them to "failure." 
Therefore, they will continue to receive bilingual classes to Insure 
continued academic growth and reinforcement. 



Proficiency Level V 

This group Includes competent English speakers. These speakers 
both comprehend and respond In English. They have Internalized the rules 
for most well-formed constructions, and their syntactic lapses are rela- 
tively minor. These lapses are of the type that may persist Into adult 
speech, marking them as slightly deviant by middle class standards. 
These speakers In many cases have been eliminated from bilingual or 
TESL classes, but require some other sort of supplementary language 
program. Examples of the kinds of syntactic lapses that occur among 
these speakers are mainly problems wl^i the auxiliary verb and with the 
use of the negaiiyir; iThese students usually are reading close to or on 
grade level. \ J 
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